address this issue, Anderson, Riddle, and Martin (1999) introduced two socialization models that illustrate how individual members and groups adjust and adapt to each other and group work and how socialization processes and practices affect communication. Following from these ideas, the present two-part study tested the validity of a group socialization measurement instrument and construct for relationships to established group functions.
The two-part study extends the ideas of socialization processes in small groups. Study 1 introduces a Small Group Socialization Scale (SGSS) that measures people's perceptions of the communication effectiveness of group socialization that includes task and relationship dimensions. The discussion describes the socialization scale's history, a theoretical framework, scale development, and tests of reliability. Study 2 addresses the validity of the socialization scale by reporting the investigation of its relationship to cohesion, consensus, satisfaction, and loneliness. These factors are viewed as important outcomes from the group process that often determine if groups reach their goals and members like or dislike their experiences (Pavitt & Curtis, 1998) . In Study 2, cohesion, consensus, satisfaction, and loneliness were useful in establishing concurrent validity for the socialization construct and scale.
STUDY 1
Contributions to socialization research come from a variety of disciplines including the extensive work of social psychologists Levine (1982, 1984) . Surprisingly, few small group communication researchers have addressed socialization processes (Adelman & Frey, 1997; Anderson, Riddle, et al., 1999) . The preponderance of research has been conducted by organizational communication and applied researchers (Feldman, 1976; Jablin, 1982 Jablin, , 1984 Jablin, , 1987 Jones, 1986; Schein, 1968) . Generally, the literature describes how the newcomer anticipates, enters, and adjusts to an organization (Jablin, 1987) . The traditional concept of the socialization process describes how the organization molds an individual to fit into the existing structure. There is also mention, although Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 555 much less research, reminding us that the individual is an active agent in the socialization process who affects and changes the organization (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Hess, 1993; Jones, 1986) . This body of research provides a solid starting point for developing socialization concepts that are applicable to small groups.
Socialization has been conceived as a process of acculturation or the adoption of the prevailing organizational or group culture (Pepper, 1995; Scheerhorn & Geist, 1995) . Using the traditional concept of culture as a set of norms and values, group socialization is the process of adaptation by the group and the individual to each other's cultures. Most often, newcomers entering organizations are faced with the challenges of adapting to existing cultural structures that carry forward a substantial history and tradition (Jablin, 1984) . In these instances, group interactions are influenced by the surrounding organizational context and the type of organization in which they are situated (Haslett & Ruebush, 1999) . For example, formal groups at work may be influenced by an organization's rules on who reports to whom. On the other hand, groups may be formed from an eclectic gathering of newcomers. In this type of group, the culture is formed by blending the norms and values brought by the members (Frey, 1997) . In newly formed groups, the culture and the socialization process is arguably the product of individuals' negotiating with and influencing one another over the group's values and norms. Thus, whether individuals enter newly formed groups or established groups, effective socialization of members is essential to goal attainment.
Effective socialization is achieved through group communication. Anderson, Riddle, et al. (1999) defined group socialization as a two-way process of social influence and change. The authors posited that through communication, members learn to adapt to one another as they "create and recreate a unique culture and group structures, engage in relevant processes and activities, and pursue individual and group goals" (p. 142). In essence, the communication patterns among group members should reduce uncertainty about the task and intragroup relations. Uncertainty reduction theory (URT) provides a theoretical framework in the present study.
The theory has proved useful in communication and socialization research.
URT
One reason Anderson, Riddle, et al. (1999) offered URT as an especially useful theory for group socialization was that research exists of its application in organizational socialization contexts (Lester, 1987; Mignerey, Rubin, & Gorden, 1995; Riddle, 1994) . Although Poole (1999) suggested that several group theories (e.g., structuration theory) provide useable frameworks for understanding communication, URT could be combined with any one of them when building group communication models. Berger (1975 Berger ( , 1979 and Berger and Calabrese (1975) formulated URT as one way of explaining what motivates individuals to seek information interpersonally. Based on Heider's (1958) theory that people possess an inherent drive to explain or make sense of their environment, Berger and Calabrese developed a series of URT propositions that highlight the inverse relationship between communication and uncertainty.
Some scholars have addressed the issue of motivation. Schutz (1966) suggested that people voluntarily join groups from primary needs for inclusion, affection, and control. Sometimes, however, individuals do not have a choice but must belong to groups. In ongoing task groups, Anderson and Martin (1995) found that people communicated in groups not to control others but from pleasure and affection needs and that these needs influenced what they said and how they said it.
For small groups, URT should also explain why new and/or established members communicate. Members communicate to reduce uncertainty about their place in the group and such group processes as establishing norms and rules on how to behave, make decisions, and handle conflict. For example, if members engage in constructive feedback, each one has a better idea of what the others think (Cusella, 1987) . Thus, to make a group more productive and relationally cohesive, members adapt and change their behaviors and how they communicate. Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 557 In the present study, URT and Anderson, Riddle, et al.'s (1999) conceptualization of socialization as applied to small groups were catalysts for the construction of a communication scale to measure socialization processes. The following sections report the scale's development and construct validity as established in Study 1.
SCALE DEVELOPMENT
Two strategies were used to develop items for the SGSS. First, items were developed by surveying socialization literature for reports of individuals who have made successful adjustments to groups. Concepts that emerged as important concerned feelings of satisfaction, in-group membership, comfort with the group's values, and "fitting in." Also, a dual perspective of group work suggests that both task and relational dimensions are interdependent (Keyton, 1999) . Second, items were developed by presenting a series of open-ended questions to undergraduates in small group communication classes at two medium-sized midwestern universities. The questions asked students to reflect on group experiences and communicative behaviors in them and to indicate their feelings and impressions when they became comfortable that they had fit into the group. In all, 35 items were created to measure SGSS. Items were placed on a 5-point, Likert-type scale with endpoints of strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5). Respondents were asked to respond to these items based on their most recent group experience.
METHOD
The 35 items were administered to 445 undergraduate students enrolled in communication courses at a midwestern university who volunteered to participate in a research project. Students received credit but did have other options to earn it besides this project. The questionnaire booklet contained the socialization items and a series of communication scales. Some of the data gathered are not part of the present study (available from principal author).
FACTOR ANALYSIS
Responses to the 35 items were subjected to factor analysis using principal axis factoring with oblimax rotation. The methodology is appropriate for item elimination in scale development (Kerlinger, 1986) . The criterion for item retention was a factor loading of .45. The initial rotation resulted in 22 items. Further factor analysis procedures resulted in a 14-item scale with two factors having eigenvalues of 5.78 and 1.57 that accounted for 41.3% and 11.2% of the variance, respectively. The rotation of the items did not produce a meaningful two-factor solution. Inspection of the unrotated SGSS items indicates that each item loaded most heavily on the first factor. Based on this finding, the 14 items were considered a unidimensional measure of small group socialization (McCroskey & Young, 1979) . Table 1 presents the 14-item SGSS and unrotated factor statistics.
Cronbach's coefficient alpha was computed for the 14-item SGSS as a test of reliability. Alpha was .88 (M = 34.69, SD = 10.63). The scale's reliability met acceptable standards of .70 and above and can be interpreted as internally consistent or as measuring the same phenomenon (Bowers & Courtright, 1984) . In Study 2, support was found for concurrent validity.
STUDY 2
To initially establish concurrent validity, the SGSS was investigated along with four communication variables-cohesion, consensus, communication satisfaction, and loneliness. Cohesion, consensus, and satisfaction are established relational and task outcome factors found in models of groups that are often used as barometers of successful group work and member relations (Keyton, 1999; Pavitt & Curtis, 1998) . Loneliness is a negative relational outcome that signals the group experiences were not positive. Anderson and Martin (1995) speculated that lonely people may be dissatisfied with their communication interactions and do not necessarily become satisfied when forced to work in groups. On Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 559 the other hand, members who do not meet each other's needs (e.g., inclusion) experience loneliness. Thus, the line of reasoning for including these variables was that members' perceptions of socialization in small groups should be related in a positive or negative manner to these four established group communication outcomes. A brief discussion follows of the research that supports each variable included in the study.
COMMUNICATION VARIABLES COHESION
Although descriptions of cohesiveness among group members vary depending on theoretical perspectives, the general agreement 560 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2000 among researchers is that cohesiveness describes a weness concept (Pavitt & Curtis, 1998) . As an outcome variable to measure effects of group processes, researchers have found positive relationships between cohesion and productivity (Evans & Dion, 1991) , perceptions of honest self-disclosure in classroom groups (Rosenfeld & Gilbert, 1989) , and needs associated with pleasure, affection, and relaxation being fulfilled by group members (Martin & Anderson, 1998) . Perceptions of cohesion in ongoing groups have been related to verbal aggression in a negative manner , a finding that makes sense because verbal aggression is a destructive communication trait that attacks the self-worth of the other members (Infante & Rancer, 1996) . Cohesiveness has been shown to relate to willingness to collaboratively participate in decision making in a positive manner (Anderson, Martin, & Infante, 1999) because members who are free to share information and/or feelings about the task and relationships are more likely to see themselves as cohesive (Elias, Johnson, & Fortman, 1989) .
Similarly, cohesion and socialization should be related in a positive or negative manner. Hence, group members who perceived that the socialization process was positive should also be the same group members who perceived that their groups were cohesive. Thus, the prediction was the following:
Hypothesis 1: In small groups, socialization will be related to members' perceptions of cohesion in a positive manner. Pace (1988) described group consensus as agreement on decisionmaking tasks or goals. Consensus is often preferred to majority rule (Hare, 1980) and compromise because groups who reach consensus also report cohesiveness (Cragan & Wright, 1990) . Recently, research findings showed that perceptions of consensus were moderately related to reports of willingness to argue issues in small groups . Meyers and Brashers (1999) reviewed communication and influence in decision-making groups to report that one way of explain- Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 561 ing how groups reach consensus is by employing a positive valence model because "valence strongly predicts group choice" (p. 261). Valence represents the degree to which group members accept a decision option. Furthermore, failure to reach consensus has been linked to members' feelings of lower satisfaction with the communication (Thomas & Fink, 1961) . Hence, group members who perceived that the socialization process was positive should also be the same group members who perceived that their groups reached consensus. Thus, the prediction was as follows:
CONSENSUS
Hypothesis 2: In small groups, socialization will be related to members' perceptions of consensus in a positive manner.
COMMUNICATION SATISFACTION
As an outcome measure, members' satisfaction has been well researched in small groups and has proved to be a useful indicator of group success (Keyton, 1999) . Although definitions of satisfaction vary according to perspectives, Hecht (1978) introduced a communication perspective measurement tool that suggests that people experience feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the communication that takes place interpersonally. The socioemotional conceptualization has been borrowed from the interpersonal arena and applied to the group context. For example, satisfaction with the communication in groups describes members as walking away with positive feelings of fulfillment from their experiences (Anderson & Martin, 1995 Martin & Anderson, 1998) . Hence, group members who report satisfaction with the communication of the socialization process should also be the same group members who report satisfaction with the communication in the group. Thus, the prediction was as follows:
Hypothesis 3: In small groups, socialization will be related to communication satisfaction in a positive manner.
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LONELINESS
Loneliness is a feeling that people say they experience even without clear definitions to guide responses. Trait loneliness is viewed as a chronic condition that could last over long periods of time, whereas situational loneliness is short-lived and often disappears when people enter into relationships interpersonally (Rook, 1988) . Researchers find that lonely people are lower in communication competencies interpersonally (Spitzberg & Cupach, 1989) and especially experience anxiety in oral communication contexts (Zakahi & Duran, 1985) . In effect, loneliness is thought to have negative effects on satisfaction in small groups. Because people join groups in part from reasons associated with inclusion and affection (Schutz, 1966) , loneliness may result from feelings of alienation due to powerlessness in influencing group processes (Worchel, 1994) or socialization practices that concern only the task dimension of groups and not relationships (Hess, 1993) . Furthermore, Anderson and Martin (1995) found that loneliness was negatively related to group satisfaction, with satisfaction viewed as a global measure of members' perceptions of cohesion, consensus, and communication satisfaction. Hence, group members who perceived that the socialization process was positive should be the same people who reported that they are not lonely. Thus, the prediction was as follows:
Hypothesis 4: In small groups, socialization will be inversely related to loneliness.
METHOD
Participants were 210 (men = 99, women = 110, 1 = missing) undergraduate students enrolled in communication classes at two midsized Midwest state universities. Ages ranged from 18 to 48, with a median age of 21.50 years. Students volunteered to partici- Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 563 pate as a class research project, although they had other options available to them. They were given a postquestionnaire following completion of an ongoing group project that required written work and oral presentation. They received both an individual and a group grade. Group composition generally consisted of four to seven members. Meetings were held inside and outside of the classroom setting, with most groups meeting from 6 to 10 times, with meetings lasting from 20 minutes to 1 hour.
INSTRUMENTS
The summed 14-item SGSS described in Study 1 (see Table 1 ) was used to measure participants' perceptions of socialization in their last group experience. Items were placed on a 5-point range from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). In Study 2, coefficient alpha was .76 (M = 37.62, SD = 11.48). The Cohesion Scale is a Likert-type scale of 10 items that was adapted for use with classroom groups by Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989) . Coefficient alpha was .93 (M = 38.16, SD = 8.90). Consensus was measured using DeStephen and Hirokawa's (1988) 21-item scale that taps five factors: Feelings Toward the Group Decision, Decision Process, Relationships, Individual Effectiveness, and Opportunities to Participate. For the summed scale, coefficient alpha was .96 (M = 84.75, SD = 11.68). Hecht's (1978) Communication Satisfaction Scale was adapted for the group context by substituting the words group members where appropriate. Coefficient alpha was .90 (M = 40.99, SD = 17.51). The alpha was consistent with those reported in other group studies using the scale Martin & Anderson, 1998) . The loneliness scale was taken from Russell, Peplau, and Cutrona (1980) . Coefficient alpha was .92 (M = 48.23, SD = 15.77).
RESULTS
The concurrent validity of the SGSS was tested through four hypotheses that predicted positive relationships with cohesion, 564 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2000 consensus, and communication satisfaction and an inverse relationship with loneliness. Pearson's r was computed to demonstrate each relationship. The four hypotheses were supported. There were positive relationships for socialization and cohesion (r = .43), consensus (r = .43), and communication satisfaction (r = .65), with a negative relationship for socialization and loneliness (r = -.65). Each of the four relationships was significant (p < .01). In summary, socialization was moderately related to cohesion and consensus and strongly related to satisfaction and loneliness in the predicted manner.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
In Study 1, the SGSS, which measures group socialization processes from a communication perspective, was introduced and tested. In essence, the SGSS mirrors how communication contributes to members' perceptions of socialization processes concerning group work and maintaining member relationships.
The SGSS has value in terms of practical application as a measure of successful or unsuccessful socialization of members in small groups. The SGSS can be used to measure socialization as an input, process, or outcome variable. For example, input and outcome variables could be measured by pre-and poststudy measures of socialization. Pavitt and Curtis (1998) suggested that investigations of input, processes, and outcome variables lead to more complete models of how communication functions in group tasks and relationships.
With the SGSS as a measurement tool, communication researchers could investigate any number of variable combinations. For example, as an input variable, socialization could be measured across concurrent group experiences for its impact on new group experiences. Individuals also bring to groups prior experiences that could be compared with willingness to participate in the new group . As a process variable, inhibitive social influence during decision-making phases of group work might be negatively related to successful socialization processes Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 565 (Meyers & Brashers, 1999) . Furthermore, members' communication traits could be investigated for their effects on successful or unsuccessful socialization. Communication traits have been linked to small group outcomes Haslett & Ruebush, 1999; Infante & Rancer, 1996) . For example, perceptions of socialization processes as an output variable might demonstrate that members' argumentativeness (Infante & Rancer, 1996) and cognitive abilities (Martin & Anderson, 1998) influence perceptions of adaptation and fitting into a group's unique culture.
An expansion of research would be to investigate socialization under a phase model of group development that considers antecedent, anticipatory, encounter, assimilation, and exit phases of group processes and practices (Anderson, Riddle, et al., 1999) . Phase models are often useful for studying group dynamics from a communication perspective (Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951; Worchel, 1994) . The group socialization measure should provide the quantitative data on the dynamics of group socialization processes that occur during the various phases. Understanding socialization dynamics throughout the group experience is essential to understanding how individuals and groups adapt to one another. Study 2's findings support predictions that relationships existed between perceptions of socialization and significant small group outcome factors. In addition, the findings suggest that socialization is a unique construct that taps the process of fitting in and adapting to group work and member relations. As described in Study 1, uncertainty reduction theory is useful in explaining the findings for the positive socialization experiences in Study 2. One speculation is associated with the communicative practices of group members. A key function of communication is the giving of feedback (Cusella, 1987) . Group members who receive needed information should experience a reduction in uncertainty surrounding group processes, practices, structures, and outcomes (Schultz, 1999) . Because respondents also reported satisfaction with the communication in their groups, perhaps they received the needed feedback to effectively reduce some of these uncertainties. In turn, when satisfaction with the communication occurs, socialization processes are more likely to succeed.
The positive relationships for socialization and consensus and cohesion strengthen the idea that socialization processes also have a place as an important outcome variable in small group research. Essentially, decision-making group members need to reach some degree of agreement regarding task options, problems, or goals (Spillman, Bezdek, & Spillman, 1979) as well as function in a cooperative atmosphere that reflects solidarity and satisfaction (Stockton & Hulse, 1981) . Socialization processes that result in positive assimilation of members into a group's culture are equally as important to investigate. Group researchers may want to consider including the socialization construct in research designs that measure the key outcomes of satisfaction, consensus, and cohesion when building more complete models of group processes.
The inverse relationship between perceptions of positive socialization and feelings of loneliness is noteworthy. The relationship dimension inherent in groups should satisfy members' interpersonal needs (Schutz, 1966) . As Worchel (1994) reported, discontent in a group often springs from feelings of alienation or powerlessness as an out-group member. The findings in the present study are beginning steps to an understanding of how variables such as loneliness may affect successful socialization. Hess (1993) argued in organizational socialization research that some people never become fully socialized and remain marginal members. Nonetheless, communication specialists who work with groups may consider training group members to understand the importance of avoiding in-and out-group patterns of communicative behaviors in small groups to minimize loneliness.
Limitations and future research. The socialization scale was created and tested by students who were asked to recall their most current group experiences. Asking people to recall experiences has certain limitations because of environmental factors that could alter perceptions of the experience of the actual behavior and the reporting of it. Research studies employing the SGSS will support or not support the scale's generalizability across various group contexts. Putnam and Stohl (1990) suggested that researchers take a bona fide group perspective that considers the interdependence of Riddle et al. / SMALL GROUP SOCIALIZATION SCALE 567 groups with their immediate setting and surrounding environments such as the larger organization, multiple roles, and role boundaries that influence the behavior of group members. Researchers may want to address these issues.
Another limitation of the study concerns organizational culture. As organizational scholars have argued, employees are socialized when they adopt an organization's culture (Pepper, 1995) . Similarly, culture is important in understanding group processes (Anderson, Riddle, et al., 1999) . For example, in organizational groups, the potential exists for multiple cultures, that of the organization and that of the group or groups to which employees belong. Thus, researchers may want to employ a methodology based on observation of groups or add a set of open-ended questions to gather qualitative data along with the SGSS to more fully understand the process of adapting to the culture of the group and the organization and any interaction effects. Furthermore, a broadened view of the socialization construct and the assessment of the process in groups would come from triangulated research designs. Triangulated designs offer the potential for further assessment of the reliability and validity of the SGSS and possible refinement of the construct's conceptualization and the scale's measurement items.
